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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 


No. 4805. 

District of Columbia, Plaintiff in Error. 


vs. 

Edith W. Ely. 


1 Municipal Court of the District of Columbia 

No. A-4336. 

Edith W. Ely, Plaintiff, 


vs. 

District of Columbia, Defendant. 

United States of America, 

District of Columhia, ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the ^lunicipal Court of the 
District of Columbia, at the City of Washington, in said 
District, at the times hereinafter mentioned, the following 
papers were filed and proceedings had, in the above-en¬ 
titled cause, to wit: 

2 In the Municipal Court of the District of 

Columbia. 

At Law No. A 5336. 

Edith W. Ely, Address: 50 S St., N. W., Plaintiff, 

vs. 

District of Columbia, Defendant. 

Declaration. 

Filed September 30, 1927. 

Plaintiff sues defendant for balances of salary due plain¬ 
tiff as teacher in the public schools of the District of 
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Columbia in respect of tlie periods following, pursuant to 
the provisions of Act of Congress approved June 4, 1924, 
Article I, Class 1, Group A, and Article IV; and says plain¬ 
tiff was on June 30, lt)24, a teacher on ])erinanent tenure 
at an annual salary of $1040.00; that for the fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1924, plaintiIT was duly assigned to said 
salary Class 1, Group A, and her service has been satis¬ 
factory; that prior to the year ending June 30, 1924, she 
had twelve years exi)erience in teaching in positions in 
accredited schools like that which she held on July 1, 1924; 
and that her claim is as follows: 


Period 





of ten months. 

Salary clainuMl, 



school year. 

in ten equal monthly 

Salary 

Ha lances 

ending June 30. 

instalments, jmrsuant to above a«*t. 

I>uid. 

clainu'd. 

1925 

Sec. 4, par. (c) 

. . $1,(!()(). 




plus . 

100. 




Sec. 4, par. (d) 





Sec. 6, par. (([) 

300. 




Total for vear 

• 

.. ()()(). 

$1,800. 

$200. 

1926 

Kate of pre- 





vious vear 

. !|;2,()()(). 

$1,800. 



Sec. 7 . 

100. 

100. 



Total for vear 

. . $2,100. 

$1,!)00. 

$200. 

1927 

Kate of pre- 





vious vear 

. . $2,100. 

$1,!K)0. 



Sec. 7 . 

100. 

100. 



Total for A’car. 

ft 

. . $2,200. 

$2,000. 

$200. 


Total principal 

claim . . . . 


$600. 


Interest on monthly balances to 
June 30, 1927. 49.50 

Wherefore she brings this suit 
and claims . $649.50 

with interest on $600.00 from June 30, 1927. 
PEELLE, OGTLRY & LESII, 

Bv PAUL E. LESII. 

Attorueijs for Plaintiff, 
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3 In the Municipal Court of the District of Columbia 

At Law No. A 4336. 

Edith W. Ely, Plaintifl’, 
vs. 

District of Columbia, Defendant. 

Bill of Particulars, 

Filed September 30, 1927. 

Balances of salary due plaintiff as teacher in the public 
schools in respect of the periods following, pursuant to the 
provisions of Act of Congress approved June 4, 1924, Arti¬ 
cle I, Class 1, Group A, and Article IV: 


Period 





of ten months, 

Salary claimed. 




school year. 

in ten equal monthly 

Salary 

Balances 

ending June .30. 

instalments, pursuant to above act. 

paid. 

claimed. 

1925 

Sec. 4, par. (c) . . 

$1,600. 




plus . 

100. 




Sec. 4, par. (d) 





Sec. 6, pi^r. (q) . . 

300. 




Total for vcar. . . 

$2,000. 

$1,800. 

$200. 

1926 

Rate of pre- 





vious vcar .... 

« 

$2,000. 

$1,800. 



Sec. 7, . 

100. 

100. 



Total for vcar. . . 

* 

$2,100. 

$1,000. 

$200. 

1927 

Rate of pre- 





vious year .... 

$2,100. 

$1,900. 



Sec. 7 . 

100. 

100. 



Total for year. . . 

$2,200. 

$2,000. 

$200. 


Total principal claim . $600. 

Interest on monthly balances 
to June 30, 1927. 49.50 

Amount sued for. $649.50 

with interest on $600. from June 30, 
1927. 

PEELE OGILBY & LESH, 

By PAUL E. LESH. 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, 
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Ill the Municipal Court of tlie District of Coliimlua. 
At Law. Xo. A-43.‘^(). 


Edith AV. Ely, PlaintiIT, 


vs. 

District of C^olumbia, Defendant. 

Affidavit of Plaint iff. 

Filed September 30, 1027. 

District of Columbia, 55 : 

Edith AV. Ely, lieini^ first dnly sworn, de])osos and says 
that she is the plaintilT in the above entitled case, and has 
a just cause of action a<»-ainst the defendant, the District 
of Columbia, n])on the followimi: grounds: 

Deponent was during the school year endintj: June 30, 

1924, a teacher in the public schools of the District of 
Columbia, on permanent tenure in salary class, as the sal¬ 
aries of teachers ai‘e classified according!: to the Act of (\)n- 
^ress approved June 20, PlOfi, and amendments thereto 
known as the Organic School Act, then in force. That de¬ 
ponent thereafter continuously remained during the pe¬ 
riods herein mentioinul a teachei* in the said ])ublic schools, 
and has, since her original a])])ointment therein, rendered 
satisfactorv service. 

That for the year ending June 30, 1924, de])onent re¬ 
ceived a basic salary of $1,200, ])ursnant to said Organic 
Act as amended, and a bonus of $240, ])ursuant to the Acts 
of Cong ress applicable to teachers and many other civil 
employees of the government, })lus four annual increase , 
for prior service, of $23, a total annual salary of $17)40. 

That during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927), de¬ 
ponent was duly assigned to Orou]) A, Class 1, as the sal¬ 
aries of teachers are classified by the Act of Congress ap¬ 
proved June 4, 1924. 

Deponent was paid during the fiscal year ending June 30, 

1925, as salary, the sum of $1800, in ten montldy instal¬ 
ments of $180 each, paid and payable the last days 

5 of September to June, inclusive; and during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, $1900.00, in like 
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monthly iiistalmcMits of $190. each; and during the fiscal 
year ending June oO, 19‘J7, $‘J()0().00, in like monthly instal¬ 
ments of .$200. each. 

De])onent is advised Unit her salary for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1925, should have been the sum of $2000.00, 
and for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, the sum of 
$2100.00, and for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, the 
sum of $2200.00, each of said annual salaries payable in ten 
equal monthly instalments on the last days of the months 
of September to June, inclusive. 

That there is therefore due the plaintiff in respect of said 
periods of service the sum of $600.00, with interest on said 
monthly instalments, the interest amounting to June 30, 
1927, to the sum of $49.50. 

The basis of de])onent’s claim is that said Act of Juno 4, 
1924, directed in Article IV, Section 4, paragraphs (c) and 
(d), that for the year ending June 30, 1925, deponent should 
receive the salary in the class to which she was assigned 
next above her then (June 30, 1924) present compensation, 
that is, $1600.00, and, in addition, for the year beginning 
July 1, 1924, one annual increase of salary of $100, and 
that she should be entitled to longevity placement as pro¬ 
vided in section 6; and directed in said section 6, para¬ 
graph (q) that teachers such as the deponent assigned to 
class 1 and in the service on July 1, 1924, should receive 
longevity increase according to their previous number of 
years of experience in like positions in accredited schools 
to which they held on July 1, 1924, with the proviso, how¬ 
ever, that no teacher should so I'eceive credit for more than 
four years of ex]X'rience; ])rior to the year ending June 30, 
1924, deponent had twelve years of experience in teaching 
in positions in accredited schools like that which she held 
on July 1, 1924; de])onent is advised that the one annual 
increase directed by Ai’ticle IV, Section 4, Paragraph (c), 
to be received by her, was in respect of the year of experi¬ 
ence ending June .30, 1924, and deponent was thereby 
6 entitled to at least three additional increase- of $100; 

making a total of $2000.00 for the year beginning 
July 1, 1924, and ending June 30, 1925. 

The further basis of deponent’s claim is that it was pro¬ 
vided in Article V, Section 7, that teachers such as de¬ 
ponent should receive annual increases of $100 on July 1, 
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1925, and thereafter annually without action of the Board 
of Education. 

Wherefore the deponent claims there is due to her from 
the District of Columbia the sum of Six Hundred Forty- 
nine Dollars and Fifty Cents ($649.50), with interest on 
Six Hundred Dollars ($600.00) from June 30, 1927, exclu¬ 
sive of all set-otTs and just grounds of defense. 

(Mas.) EDITH W. ELY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 27th day of Sep¬ 
tember, 1927. 

(Notary Seal.) H. S. HAHHINCTON, 

Xofar/i Piihlic for the District of Columbia. 

7 AgreeH Statemeut of Fact.'^. 


It is hereby agreed between the parties hereto, through 
their resj)ective counsel, that the above entitled cause shall 
be tried and judgment rendered on the facts hereinafter 
set out, an affidavit on the part of the defendant being 
waived. 

The plaintiff* herein was appointed a teacher in the public 
schools of the District of Columbia on September 1, 1892, 
and thereafter continuouslv served as such teacher until 
June 30, 1900, and was reappointed April 2,1918, and there¬ 
after continuously served as such teacher in the salary 
classes for the i)eriods of time, and at the salaries, and was 
given increases and allowances, as set out in the following 
schedule: 

Uasii* Lnii- 

siilary Uonus jrrvily 


Appointed teacher . $4(K) 

Apptdnted teacher . h-l-jri—rj-.'U-h.'? rjo 

rroiuoted . 1-1-04— 4r.o 

Promoted . 4-1-04— (>-.10-04 47r> 

Appointed teacher . 9-1-94— 6-.*}O-0r> 5.50 

Appointetl and jiromoted .0-1-05— (>-.‘{0-lH> (mO 

Proinotetl to Asst. Supv. of Pri¬ 
mary Instruction . O-l-OG— (>-.‘»0-07 7(H) 

Appointi'd Asst. Supv.9-1-07— (5-.”.O-0S 7.50 ... 

.\ppoiuted Asst. Sui>v.O-l-OS— O-.'JO-OO S(N> ... 

Api»ointe<l Asst. Supv.0-1-00— ()-;>0-l!HH> JHNl 

Uesi;:ned S-l-ltHH) and became Mrs. Edith Webster Ely. 

ApiM>inted (temiK)rary) 

Teacher Cl 2 . 4-2-lS— 6-:iO-lS (KH) (><► 

Cl 2 . 9-1-lS— 4-31-10 754) 120 


• • • 


25 
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Appointed (permanent) 


Basie Lon- 

salary Bonus gevity 


Cl 2 . 

5-1-10— e-.'io-io 

750 

120 

25 

Cl 1! . 

9-1-10— 6-30-20 

S60 

240 

^0 

(’1 i; . 

0-1-20— 6-;iO-21 

12(K) 

240 

75 

(’1 •» . 

{)-1.21— 6-30-22 

1*>00 

240 

1(K) 

(’12 . 

0-1-22— 6-30-23 

1200 

240 

1(K) 

(’1 2 . 

0-1-23— 6-30-24 

1200 

240 

100 

(’1 lA . 

0-1-24— 6-.‘10-25 

1400 

• • • 

400 

(’1 lA . 

0-1-25— 6-30-26 

1400 

• • • 

500 

Cl lA . 

9-1-26— 6-30-27 

14(K) 

• • • 

600 


She was a teacher on permanent tenure on June 30, 1924, 
in Salary Class 2, receiving a salary of $1540 per year; that 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, she was paid a 
total salary of $1800, and that she has been given an in¬ 
crease of $100 each succeeding year. That teachers 
8 are paid in ten monthly instalments from September 
to the following June, both inclusive. 

The positions she held on June 30, 1924, and thereafter, 
were positions in accredited schools like that which she 
held on July 1, 1924, and thereafter. 

That the claim of the ])laintitf has not been passed upon, 
on the merits, by the Com})ti*oller General, that official tak¬ 
ing the position that claims for salaries higher than those 
])aid by the administrative officials must be made, if at all, 
by suit against the District of Columbia, and that his office 
is not concerned witli sucli claims unless the opinion of his 
office should l)e recpiested by the administrative officials, 
and tlie school authorities declined to ask an opoinion of the 
Comptroller General upon the (piestion urged by the claim¬ 
ants having this class of cases. 

That the estimates transmitted to Congress for the pay¬ 
ment of teachers, including the plaintiff, have not included 
sums to pay the plaintiff in accordance with her claim made 
lierein, and api)ro|)riations were made only sufficient in 
amount, apparently, to cover said estimates; there re¬ 
mained undisbursed, liowever, of the appropriations for 
salaries of teachers for tlie fiscal years ending June 30, 
1()25, $—; 1920, $49,729.82; 1927, $147,092.59. 

Tliat the official ])rints of hearings before the Commit¬ 
tees of Congress and tlie reports on the bill which was en¬ 
acted as the salary act of June 4, 1924, and the several 
official prints of that bill made during its pendency, may be 
considered in evidence, and such extracts therefrom as may 
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he relied on hv counsel niav he called to the attention of this 

♦ • 

Court and any ap])ellate court, with like etTect as though set 
out at large in this stipulation. 

9 That the agreements in this stipulation made to 

the effect that certain facts are true shall not be con¬ 
sidered as a concession on the i)art of either the plaintiff 
or the defendant that the facts so agreed upon are relevant 
or material to the solution of the controversy herein. 

It is further agreed that if the plaintiff has been correctly 
paid under the said Act of Congress, the judgment herein 
is to he for the defendant; if not, and her salary should 
have been as set out in her declaration and affidavit, the 
judgment is to he for the ])laintiff for the sum of $649.50, 
with interest on $600.00 from June 30, 1927; that is some 
other amount in excess of the amount paid to the plaintiff 
is found hv the Court to he the amount that should have 
h(‘en ])aid her as salary, the amount of the judgment for the 
jdaintiff shall he such excess as shall he found by the Court. 


PKKLLK, 0(11 LBV LKSII, 

Bv VML K. LKSJI, 

At for)} rtfs far flir Plaintiff. 

AV. W. BRIDK, 

F. II. STEPHENS, 

Attorneys for Defendant. 




,Ju<t ytnrnt. 


.July 20, 1928. Min. 34, I’age 453. 


It appearing under Hide of Court that judgment on the 
tinding in this cause should he entered, it is so ordered. 
Wherefore, it is considered that the ])laintiff receiv^es of 
the defendant the sum of Six Hundred Forty-nine Dollars 
and Fifty (Vuits ($649.50), with interest on $600 from June 
30th, 1927, and costs, and have execution thereof. 
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10 Ill the Municipal Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. No. A-4336. 


Edith W. Ely, Plaintiff, 


vs. 

District of Columbia, Defendant. 

Bill of Exceptions, 

Be it remembered, That the above entitled cause came 
on for hearing April 13, 1928, in the Municipal Court of 
the District of Columbia before the Honorable James A. 
Cobb, judge of the said Municipal Court, upon an agreed 
statement of facts and certain official prints which were 
offered in evidence on behalf of the defendant and read, in 
part, to the Court, to wit: 

1. ‘‘Hearings before the sub-committee of the committee 
on the District of Columbia House of Representatives Sixty- 
Eighth Congress First Session on H. R. 6576 and H. R. 
6721.” “March 1 and 3, 1924.” 

2. A print of H. R. 6721 as reported May 12, 1924, in the 
Senate which became the Act of June 4, 1924. 

3. House of Representatives Report No. 302 of the com¬ 
mittee on the District of Columbia of ^larcli 14, 1924, “to 
accompany H. R. 6721,” to the House of Representatives. 

4. Senate Report No. 521 of the committee on the District 
of Columbia of May 12, 1924, “to accompany H. R. 6721” 

to the Senate. 

11 A print of said hearing (Print No. 1 above) in full 

and prints of said bill and reports (Prints Nos. 2, 
3 and 4 above), from which have been deleted immaterial 
portions thereof not relied on by either party, are attached 
to the case of ^larian A. Newman versus District of 
Columbia, No. A. 4338, and made parts of this bill of ex¬ 
ceptions. 

There was no other evidence. 

After argument by counsel and consideration by the 
Court, it was adjudged that the plaintiff recover of the 
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defendant the sum of $()40.r)(), witli interest on $()()0.00 from 
June 30, and costs; to which ruling and .judgment an 

exception was duly taken l)y the defendant and allowed by 
the Court, and notice given of intention to apply to the Court 
of Appeals for a writ of error to leview the proceedings 
herein. 

Given under my hand and seal, now for then, this 24th 
dav of Julv, 1028. 


[Seal Municipal Court of the District of Columbia.] 


JAMES A. COBB. 


True copy. Test: 

BT.AXCTIE XEFF, 

(Ink. 
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Mnttora}i(/nh} of the Court\^ Findiuq. 


The facts in the above entitl(‘d cases are agreed by stipu¬ 
lation of counsel. 

The (juestion in these cases to my mind is not de]HMident 
for its solution on what was understood by the Su])erin- 
tendent of Schools, or by the school teachers, but upon what 
the int(‘ntion of Congress was, which intention must bo 
gathered from th(‘ language of the statute itself. I am 
mindful of the fact that, where there is doubt and seeming 
conflict, r(‘so]-t may he had to the hearings before Con¬ 
gress as W(‘ll as the debate's that took ])lace by the mem¬ 
bers of Congress, in order to ascertain the true meaning 
of th(‘ A(*t. But after all, as above stated, the Act itself, 
wh('r(‘ th(‘ na'aning can h(‘ gatlu'i’cd from its language, is 
the true' guide'. 

It is a familiar rub' of law that, where tlu're are' several 
sectie)ns e)f an .\ct, that all must he given full fe>re*e anel 
ofTect, unh'ss they are' absolutely irrece)ncilal)le, anel if se), 
the wheele Act may he' se'ai'cheel te) ascei'tain the true iute'ut 
anel meaning of the legislative' l)e)elv that cast it inte) law. 
Applying the above rule of ce)nstruction, it seems to me, that 
full force anel elTe'ct can be given to both sections fo^tr anel 
SIX of the Act, which are entirely compatible anel har¬ 
monious with the intent anel purpose of Congress. 
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These sections, that is the relevant portions thereof, are 
designated as follows: Article IV, section 4, paragraphs 
(c) and (d); and Section 6, paragraph (q). 

Article IV, Section 4, covers the method of assignment 
of employees to salaries for the year ending June 30th, 
1925. This section provides that the teachers assigned to 
the groups and classes here involved shall receive the salary 
in a class or group under the present law, which is next 
higher than their salaries on June 30th, 1924, under 
13 the Act of 1906, and receive in addition one annual 
increase of $100. 

Article IV, Section 6, is not only a careful transfer of 
teachers from classifications under the old law of 1906 to 


the salaries and groups provided for in the present Act, 
but also fixes the longevity increase of teachers according 
to their i)revious numher of years of expei'ience in teaching 
in like positions in accredited schools. It also provided 
that • * * ‘^No teacher or other employee shall be placed in 
the salary schedule for more than the fourth year of ex¬ 
perience in classes 1, 2, Group A, or 4.’^ 

P^or further enlightenment as to the construction of the 
two sections involved here, resort may be had to Section 4, 
paragraj)h (d), which provides as follows: 

“That teachers and other employees assigned to classes 
1, 2, 3, and 4, in the foregoing schedule shall be entitled to 
longevity placement as provided in Section 6.” 

It would seem to be manifest from the aforegoing that 
Section 6 is to govern in regard to longevity placement, and 
that it is mandatory upon the Board of P^ducation to fix the 
longevity increase of the teachers’ salaries according to 
the provisions of the section, regardless of the seeming 
inequities of the teachers’ time of service, provided that no 
teacher be thereby placed in the salary schedule for more 
than tlie fourth year of experience in tlie classes heretofore 
designated. 

Tlierefore, the Court is of the opinion that the salaries 
of these teachers can l)e ascertained by applying Section 4 
to all of them, if they were all in the service of the schools 
on June 3()th, 1924, and by applying Section 6 to such of 
them as were entitled to longevity credit for service prior 
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to the year ending June oOtli, 1924. Each individual case 
Mill be worked out in accordance with this finding. 

The entry of Judginent herein will he held up i)ending 
such time as \vill he convenient for counsel to make the 
proper aj)j)lication for a writ of error. 

JAMES A. 

Judge. 

June Itith, l!t2(S. 


14 Assign}ueut of Errors. 

Filed July 24, 1928. 

Now comes the District of Folumhia, hy its counsel, and 
assigns for error,— 

1. Jlie action of the Court in entering .iudgment for the 
jJaintiff herein. 

2. Tlie ruling of the Court holding that the plaintitT was 
entitled to long(‘vity i)ay, in addition to the salary which 
liad been }>aid to the plaintitT hv the defendant. 

W. \V. BKIDE. 

F. II. ST EDI IE XS. 

Affornegs for Defendant. 

Service* ackii(»wl(‘dged. 

FAFL E. LESII, 

Atforneif for Plaintiff. 

Designation of Peeord. 


Filed Julv 


20, 1928. 


The clerk (»f tin* court will please prepare a transcript 
of the record in the above entitled cause, for the Court of 


A])]>eals, consisting of,— 

1. The declaration, afiidavit and hill of particular 

2. Tlie agreed statement of facts. 

J. The judgment and appeal. 

4. The hill of exceptions. 

T). ()])inion of Judge Cohl). 
f). The assignment of errors. 

7. This designation. 


s. 


W. W. BRIDE. 

F. IT. STEPITEXS. 
xitfornegs for Defendant. 
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If) United States ok America, ss : 

Filed July 23, 1928. Miinieipal Court, District of Co¬ 
lumbia. 

The President of the United States to the Honorable James 

A. Cobb, Judge of the Municipal Court of the District of 

Columbia, (Jreetiiig: 

Because in the record and proceedings, as also in the ren¬ 
dition of the judglment of a plea which is in the said Mu- 
nicijial (.\)urt, before you, between Edith W. Ely, Plaintiff, 
and District of C^olumbia, Defendant, No. A-4336, a mani¬ 
fest error hath ha])pened, to the great damage of the said 
defendant, as by its complaint appears. We being willing 
that error, if any hath been, should be duly corrected, and 
full and speedy justice done to the parties aforesaid in this 
behalf, do command you, if judgment be therein given, that 
then, under your seal, distinctly and openly, you send the 
record and proceedings aforesaid, with all things concern¬ 
ing the same, to the Court of Appeals of the District of 
Columbia, together with this writ, so that you have the 
same in the said Court of A])peals, at Washington, within 
20 days from the settling of the bill of exceptions, or within 
such additional time after the expiration of the 20 days as 
the court below or a judge thereof for sufficient cause 
shall allow; that the record and proceedings aforesaid be¬ 
ing ins])ected, the said C^ourt of A])peals may cause fur¬ 
ther to be done therein to correct that error, what of right 
and according to the laws and customs of the United States 
should be done. 

Witness the Honorable George E. Martin, Chief Justice 
of the said C^ourt of A])])eals, the 23rd day of July, in the 
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and twenty- 
eight. 

[Seal ^lunicipal Court of the District of Columbia.] 

HENRY W. HODGES, 

Clerk of the Court of Appeals of the Dis~ 
trict of Columbia. 

Allowed by 

GEORGE E. :\rARTIN, 

Chief Justice of the Court of Appeals 
of the District of Columbia. 
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16 Municipal Court ot* the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I, Blanche NelT, Clerk of the Municipal Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages, num¬ 
bered from 1 to 16, both inclusive, to be a true and correct 
transcri])t of the record, according to direction of counsel 
herein filed, copy of which is made part of this transcript, 
in Cause at Law, Xo. A-4336, wherein Edith W. Edy, is 
plaintiff, and District of Columbia, is defendant, as the 
same that remains upon the files and of record in said 
Court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe mv name and 
affix the seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in 
said District, this 10th day of August, 1928. 

[Seal Municiiial Court of the District of Columbia.] 

BLANCHE NEFF, 

Clerk. 


Endorsed on cover: District of (Columbia ^lunicipal 
Court. No. 4803. District of Columbia, jilaintiff in error, 
vs. Edith W. Ely. (\)urt of Appeals, District of Columbia. 
Filed Aug. 10, 1928. Henry W. Hodges, clerk. 
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